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the nominal Sovereign and the actual Suzerain stand the
Great Powers of Europe, claiming the last word in all
important arrangements. Surely these things point to
the conclusion that the canal is already, to a certain
extent, under the authority of the Great Powers, though
no formal treaty gives them any rights over it.

The result, then, of our investigation has been to
bring into prominence a number of diverse characteristics.
We have divided them into three groups. Each group,
if it stood alone, would justify a definite legal conclusion.
From one set of attributes we might argue that the canal
was in law a narrow strait between two open seas; from,
another that it was an inland water-way, subject entirely
to the authority of the local Sovereign; and from a third,
that it was a great international work,.under the control
of the leading Powers of Europe. At every turn it pre-
sents a conflict of analogies. In some respects it resem-
bles the Solent -or the Little Belt, in others the Crinan
Canal, in others the mouth of the Danube. It is anoma-
lous, and everything about it is anomalous. None but
itself can be its parallel. Never before in modern times
has there been a Suez Canal, never a Canal Company so
constituted and so privileged. Never has sovereignty
over so important a portion of the earth's surface been so
strangely shared between a number of powers. Never
have stubborn facts been more entirely at variance with
diplomatic fictions. Never have the rights of a territorial
power been more lavishly granted away, or more cavalierly
set aside.

Now, since there are no precedents to guide us, and
since the analogies applicable to the case are many and
diverse, we are forced to the purely negative conclusion
that, agreement apart, International Law does not afford